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Synopsis : This paper is an attempt to give an answer to the question
what role Case plays in the human language. In this paper, I develop a
theory of Case which consider Case as a mediation between the syntac-
tic structure and the PF/LF interpretation. To be more precise, I dem-
onstrate that Case represents a morpho-phonological/thematic interpre-
tation of the nominal phrase by referring to its syntactic position. I
adopt two Cases in this paper : Morphological Case (M-Case), a Case
for the A-P system, and Diathetic Case (D-Case), a Case for the C-I sys-
tem. Each Case serves as a function which maps the syntactic position
to the interpretation, and the value of M/D-Case is necessary for the
derivation to have an interpretable PF/LF-representation. Treating
Case as a function, the superfluous conditions and implements can be
eliminated.
1. Introduction
Case has been one of the main subjects for inquiry on the human
language. The term “case” stems from the Classical Greek word that
means declension or modification, and was originally used to refer to
the morphological variants of a given noun. In the course of the Middle
Ages, it came to mean “interrelation between nouns (or words)” and re-
fer to both morphological forms and interpretational relations. (Ura
2001) Since Chomsky (1965), in the Generative Grammar, the morpho-
logical aspect of case has been observed mainly, and after Chomsky
(1995) conceived the Minimalist Program, Case feature has been treated
as an [-interpretable] formal
1
feature. Because of this system, it is impos-
sible for Case to have any role at LF since [-interpretable] features can-
────────────
1 Following Ura (2001), I use the term Case (capital C) in order to refer to
“abstract Case”, and case (small letter c) to refer to the morphological forms of
Case.
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not be read by the Conceptual-intentional (C-I) system. In this theory,
Case plays a central role as one of the driving force of movement (Bobal-
jik and Wurmbrand 2008). Adopting this approach, there are many
studies on Case.
However, there remains a question which does not have a satisfac-
tory answer throughout the series of studies : what role does Case play
in the human language? This paper is an attempt to give an answer to
the question. In the previous studies, Case has been treated as an [-
interpretable] formal feature, and Case is said to cause the syntactic op-
eration. The studies explain what happens if Case exists, but they do
not explain for what reason Case exists in the human language. In this
paper, I will argue that Case mediates between syntactic structures and
the LF/PF representation. To be more precise, in the LF/PF representa-
tion, Case visualizes the information of the syntactic structure and en-
ables the Articulatory-perceptual (A-P) system and the C-I system to in-
terpret the structural information.
Contrary to the present theory, I argue, in this paper, that Case
plays an important role not only in the A-P system, but also in the C-I
2
system. Since Case is a visualizer of the structural information, it is
natural for us to regard Case as a function for both A-P system and C-I
system. This idea leads us to subsume θ -Criterion under our new Case
theory.
This paper is organized as follows : in the next section, I will sum-
marize the previous Case theory and θ -Criterion. Section 3 will demon-
strate the fundamentals of Case and elaborate a new Case theory which
reflects the idea. In the fourth section, the theory will be applied to
some basic English sentences.
────────────
2 The argumentation which shows the necessity of the structural informa-
tion in LF-representation will be shown in the next section.
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2. Case Theory and θ -Criterion in Chomsky (1981)
2.1 Case Theory in Chomsky (1981)
In Chomsky (1981), along lines suggested by Vergnaud (1982), it is
assumed that Case is always presented abstractly in syntax regardless
of whether it is morphologically manifested or not. Reflecting the idea of
abstract Case, Chomsky (1981) adopts Case Filter, which is assumed to
be a filter in the PF-component.
(1) Case Filter (Chomsky 1981 : 49)
* NP if NP has phonetic content and has no Case.
This proposal in Chomsky (1981) enables us to derive why verbal con-
structions differ from nominal and adjectival constructions in form. The
difference can be exemplified by the followings :
(2) a. destroy the city
b. destruction of the city (Chomsky 1981 : 49)
Chomsky (1981) assumes that the difference in the surface structure is
caused by Case Filter : it is adopted that (2 a) and (2 b) have the same
form in the base, and the rule of -insertion gives the surface form of (2
b). Since the head destruction cannot assign Case in (2 b), an empty
preposition devoid of semantic content is inserted as a kind of Case-
marker in order to permit the nominal complement the city.
Chomsky (1981) supposes that the fundamental properties of Case
assignment are as follows.
(3) Properties of Case Assignment (Chomsky 1981 : 170)
a. NP is nominative if governed by AGR
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b. NP is objective if governed by V with the subcategorization
feature : _NP (i.e., transitive)
c. NP is oblique if governed by P
d. NP is genitive in [NP_X’]
e. NP is inherently Case-marked as determined by properties of
its [NP_N] governor
The Case assigned under (3 a, b, c, d) is called “structural Case”, and
the Case assigned under (3 e) is called “inherent Case”. The former Case
is assumed to be dissociated from θ -role, and the latter Case is presum-
ably closely linked to θ -role. With the properties shown in (3), we can
predict the form of DPs in a sentence.
(4) a. She loves him.
b.*Her loves him.
c.* She loves he.
According to (3 a), the NP governed by AGR is nominative, so in (4),
each third person feminine singular pronoun in the sentence initial po-
sition is assigned nominative Case. Since the subject pronoun in (4 b)
has a different morpho-phonological realization, the sentence is ungram-
matical. Similarly, according to (3 b), the NP governed by a transitive
verb is objective, so in (4), each third person masculine singular pro-
noun in the object position of the transitive verb is assigned accusative
Case. Since the object pronoun in (4 c) has a different morpho-
phonological realization, the sentence is ungrammatical.
The (un)grammaticality of the sentences in (4) can also be ex-
plained with Chomsky (1995). In Chomsky (1995), it is adopted that if
features which are in a configuration for feature checking fail to match,
they are not checked. In (4 b), the DP her has an accusative Case fea-
ture, and is raised to [Spec, TP], where nominative Case is checked.
Since the Case features do not match, [-interpretable] Case feature fails
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to be checked, and as a result, the sentence is ungrammatical. The un-
grammaticality of (4 c) can be explained similarly.
From the definition shown in (1), it is clear that Case Filter is pro-
posed as a morphological requirement. However, because Case Filter is
not concerned about phonetically null NPs, Case Filter fails to account
for the undermentioned phenomena, which concern the trace of a wh-
element and the moved operator in a relative clause.
(5) a.*who does it seem [t to be here]
b. who did you see (Chomsky 1995 : 115)
c.* the man (who) it seems to be here
d. the man (who) I see (Chomsky 1995 : 116)
As shown in (5 a), wh-traces, which have no morphological realization,
must conform to Case Filter. Because of the grammaticality of (5 b), we
cannot say that a moved wh-phrase causes the ungrammaticality of (5
a). To explain the difference, we need to argue that Case is somehow
transmitted from the trace via the chain formed by the movement, and
the ungrammaticality of (5 a) is caused by the failure of the trace to
have Case.
Furthermore, as shown in (5 c), the moved operator which does not
necessarily have an overt morphological representation must conform to
Case Filter, too. Following the explanation of (5 a) and (5 b), the un-
grammaticality of (5 c) is caused by the failure of the operator to have
Case. If the operator is base generated in a Case position as in (5 d), the
sentence will be grammatical. Considering these facts, it seems to be
difficult to distinguish the NPs which needs Case in terms of phonetics
and morphology. For this reason, Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) attributes
Case Filter to θ -theory and adopts the following condition.
(6) Visibility Condition (Aoun 1979, Chomsky and Lasnik 1993)
A chain is visible for θ -marking if it contains a Case position
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─necessarily, its head, by Last Resort.
Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) hypothesizes that an argument must be
visible for θ -role assignment, and Case renders the argument visible.
This assumption enables us to distinguish overt NPs, variables, and
pro, from NP-trace.
Visibility Condition gives a partial explanation to the existence of
Case in the human language : having Case is a necessary condition for
an argument to gain θ -role. However, this hypothesis seems to have a
problem : the relationship between Case and θ -role seems unconvinc-
ing. The abovementioned Case Filter is a morphological requirement,
and throughout Chomsky (1995), it is adopted that Case needs to be
eliminated for the LF-convergence. If we follow this line, Case cannot
have a contribution to the semantic interpretation. However, Case is re-
lated with θ -role, which is rather semantic, by Visibility Condition.
There is no sufficient explanation of the relation between the morpho-
logical aspect of Case and the effect of Case to the semantic interpreta-
tion.
2.2 θ -Criterion in Chomsky (1981)
In Chomsky (1981), θ -Criterion is shown as a reasonable criterion
of adequacy for LF, and is defined as follows.
(7) θ -Criterion (Chomsky 1981 : 36)
Each argument bears one and only one θ -role, and each θ -role
is assigned to one and only one argument.
As shown in (7), θ -Criterion requires that θ -roles and arguments
should hold one-to-one correspondence. According to Chomsky (1981), θ -
role is a thematic role such as agent-of action, and argument is an ex-
pression which is assigned the status of terms in a thematic relation.
An argument is assigned a θ -role by virtue of the θ -position that it or
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its trace occupies in LF.
The definition of an argument in Chomsky (1981) has a defect : the
definition is not independent, and therefore we cannot identify an argu-
ment independently. Furthermore, θ -Criterion is conceptually problem-
atic according to Chomsky (1993). Chomsky (1993) argues that we need
to postulate an additional level beyond the two external interface levels
PF and LF. By virtue of conceptual necessity, D-Structure, the internal
interface between the lexicon and the computational system, should be
eliminated. Since θ -Criterion is a principle of UG which applies to D-
Structure and has no independent significance at LF, θ -Criterion
should also be eliminated. Chomsky (1995) argues that the principle is
dubious on conceptual grounds though it remains to account for its em-
pirical consequences, and that if the empirical consequences can be ex-
plained in some other way and if D-Structure is eliminated, θ -Criterion
can be dispensed
3
with. Our new Case theory, presented in the following
section, can be one way to explain empirical consequences of θ -
Criterion.
3. Case as a Function
3.1 Fundamentals of Case Theory
As mentioned in Section 1, in the study of the human language,
case has been treated in various ways. Since Chomsky (1965), in the
Generative Grammar the morphological aspect of Case has been pur-
sued mainly, and in the Minimalist Program Case feature has been
treated as an [-interpretable] formal feature, which cannot be read by
the C-I system (Chomsky 1995).
On the other hand, Fillmore (1968) focuses on the semantic aspects
of case and developed Case Grammar, which regards case as a semantic
element. In Fillmore (1968), case is treated as an irresolvable semantic
────────────
3 See Chomsky (1995 : 187-188) for detailed discussion.
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primitive, which is fundamental to the sensations : the term case does
not refer to the morphological inflection of noun. Fillmore (1968) argues
that “the explanatory value of a universal system of deep-structure
cases is of a syntactic and not (merely) a morphological nature. (Fill-
more 1968 : 21).” In the view of Fillmore (1968), it seems natural that
Case has semantic aspects.
I consider in this paper that Case plays the role in clarifying the in-
terpretation which the nominal
4
phrase is given in a sentence by refer-
ring to the syntactic relation, namely the structural position of the
nominal
5
phrase. In narrow syntax, as the derivation moves on, relations
between syntactic objects will be built up such as agreement relations
and predicate-argument relations. The relations established in narrow
syntax determine thematic
6
interpretations and morpho-phonological in-
terpretations of the nominal
7
phrases. Only by referring to Case can the
interpretations of a nominal phrase which are defined by the structure
in a given sentence be realized at the LF/PF representation. In other
words, the C-I system and the A-P system get the necessary information
on the structure of the sentence from Case.
I will assume here that there are (at least) two interpretations
────────────
4 I use the term “nominal phrase” in order to refer to NP or DP without
theoretical specification.
5 In this place, I restricted myself to refer to the nominal phrase. However,
the role of Case may not be limited to the nominal phrase. Considering the con-
cept of Case, all the phrases which is said to bear θ -role will be in the scope of
Case.
6 What I call the thematic interpretations corresponds to what is called θ -
role in Chomsky (1981). Referents of the NPs are defined in the lexicon, inde-
pendent from the narrow syntax. The “meaning” of the nominal phrase is de-
fined independently as a lexical property.
7 The morpho-phonological interpretation of the nominal phrase defined in
the narrow syntax corresponds to the morphological inflected suffix, and the
morphological realization of the root is defined in the lexicon. I am referring by
using the term “root” and “suffix” both to the noun and to the verb (or predicate).
It depends on the language whether the nominal phrase or the verb has a mor-
phological realization of the agreement relation, so I avoid a definite term.
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which Case realizes. One is the morpho-phonological
8
interpretation of
the nominal phrase. Thanks to Case, the structural information is real-
ized in the PF representation. The realized morpho-phonological inter-
pretation will be read by the A-P system, and by reading the interpreta-
tion, the A-P system has accesses to the structural information. The
structural information is necessary in order to decide the morpho-
phonological form of an NP or a verb. Case enables the A-P system to
gain the morpho-phonological interpretation of the nominal phrase in a
sentence.
The other interpretation is the thematic interpretation of a nominal
phrase in the sentence. As I argued above, the thematic interpretation
of a nominal phrase is decided by a relation of the nominal phrase with
a predicate in a given sentence. Since the relation is ensured in the
structure, the structural information is necessary in LF representation.
The structural information in the LF representation is realized by Case,
and it enables the C-I system to read the thematic interpretation of a
nominal phrase. The C-I system has accesses to the structural informa-
tion of a sentence, and interprets the realized thematic interpretation.
Case enables the C-I system to gain the thematic interpretation of the
nominal phrase in a given sentence.
It should be noted that the structural information is necessary not
only to the A-P system but also to the C-I system. As a piece of evi-
────────────
8 What I call “morpho-phonological interpretation” here is rather vague.
There seems to be at least two possibilities what the interpretation is. One possi-
bility is that morpho-phonological interpretation is concerned with the word or-
der. In other words, morpho-phonological interpretation which Case realizes de-
termines the linear order of the sentence. Another possibility is that morpho-
phonological interpretation is concerned with the agreement. To be more precise,
Case conveys the information that shows which nominal phrase builds up the
agreement relation（φ-feature checking relation) with the (functional) head, and
Case ensures the agreement. In order to make a prediction what has a Case and
what does not, we need to clarify what interpretation Case realizes. In this pa-
per, I adopt the latter possibility temporarily. It is necessary to argue on the two
possibilities and demonstrate that the latter is the fact, but I will leave this
point to my future research.
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dence, let us consider the following sentences.
(8) a. John hit Mary.
b. Mary hit John.
In the sentence (8 a), John is the agent and Mary is the theme of the
predicate hit. On the other hand, in (8 b), John is the theme and Mary
is the agent of the predicate. The only difference between the two sen-
tences comes from the structural position of the nominal phrases. In (8
a), the nominal phrase John is in the subject position of the sentence,
and Mary is in the object position of the sentence. In (8 b), John is in
the object position, and Mary is in the subject position. To derive the in-
tended meanings from the sentences, it is necessary to reflect the struc-
tural information at the LF representation so that the C-I system can
gain the information.
3.2 Proposal
The idea shown in the previous subsection can be theorized for-
mally by regarding Case as a function. The term function in this paper
is used in a mathematical sense : a function is a special kind of rela-
tion. A relation R from A to B is a function if and only if it meets both
of the following conditions.
(9) Conditions to be Function (Partee et al 1990 : 30)
a. Each element in the domain is paired with just one element
in the range.
b. The domain of R is equal to A.
Relations which satisfy the condition in (9 a) but perhaps fail the condi-
tion in (9 b) are sometimes regarded as a “function”. If a function fails to
satisfy the condition in (9 b), the function is customarily designated as
“partial functions”. Following Partee et al(1990), in this paper, Case will
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be treated as a partial
9
function from the syntactic
10
position of a nominal
phrase to some information which is necessary at the C-I system or the
A-P system. In other words, Case transforms the structural information
into a legible information for the C-I system or the A-P system. Case is
not a feature, and any operation concerning Case is not for feature
11
checking.
As I mentioned above, I hypothesize here that there are two types
of Case in the human language : one for the A-P system and the other
for the C-I system. Hereafter, the Case for the A-P system will be called
“M-Case (Morphological Case)”, and the Case for the C-I system will be
called “D-Case (Diathetic Case)”. In what follows, I will show the precise
definition of each Case.
M-Case is a function from a syntactic position of a nominal phrase
to a morpho-phonological interpretation which a nominal phrase has in
the sentence. M-Case enables the A-P system to recognize the morpho-
phonological interpretation of a nominal phrase in a sentence. I will de-
fine the function of M-Case of a nominal phrase α [⨍M] with the domain
and the range of the M-Case of α as follows.
(10) ⨍M : syntactic position of α→the morpho-phonological interpreta-
tion of α
The domain of the M-Case of α is the syntactic position of α and the
range is the morpho-phonological interpretation of α . Since Case is re-
────────────
9 The Case is a partial function, and therefore not all syntactic relation is
eligible for the domain of the Case. The restriction of the domain will be shown
concretely in the following part.
10 In this paper, “syntactic position” will be represented by a syntactic op-
eration such as Merge. The domain of the function Case is the operation which
the nominal phrase has undergone.
11 I will adopt the feature checking theory in the other part such as EPP.
Therefore, the nominal phrase is a feature boundaries which has a feature which
can check EPP. The other syntactic objects such as PP or CP may have Case,
but since it is too broad to cover in this paper, I will not concern about them.
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garded as a partial function in this paper, not all syntactic position is
eligible for a domain of Case. The syntactic position which is eligible as
the domain of M-Case is
12
Move to the Spec of M-Case
13
assigner. The M-
Case assigner is the head T, P, and some
14
verbs. What I call Move here
is equivalent to Internal Merge in Chomsky’s (2001) sense. The range of
M-Case of α is the morpho-phonological
15
interpretation which α has in
the sentence. If an M-Case of α succeeds to define its value by having
an eligible syntactic position in the domain as its argument, the A-P
system can recognize the morpho-phonological interpretation of α by in-
terpreting the information which M-Case realizes. If the M-Case of α
fails to have an eligible argument, the M-Case cannot define its value.
D-Case is a partial function from the syntactic position to a the-
matic interpretation which the nominal phrase has in the derivation. D-
Case enables the C-I system to recognize which nominal phrase bears
the thematic interpretation as an argument for the predicate in the sen-
tence. I will define the function [⨍D] with the domain and the range of
the D-Case of a nominal phrase α as follows.
(11) ⨍D : syntactic position of α → the thematic interpretation of α
The domain of the D-Case of α is the syntactic position of α, and the
range is the thematic interpretation which α bears in the sentence. The
syntactic position which is eligible for the domain of D-Case is Merge
────────────
12 Recall that I refer to the syntactic position of α by using the operation
which α has undergone in the derivation.
13 To capture Ura’s (2000) theta-position checking parameter (θ -PC pa-
rameter), the eligible domain of the Case should vary from language to lan-
guage. What Ura (2000) calls [+ θ -PC] is the language whose M-Case can take
Merge as a domain. I will leave the detailed discussion to the future research.
14 I will focus on what can be Case assigner, and on the verb types in my
forthcoming dissertation.
15 It should be noted that the morpho-phonological interpretation is not a
morphological declension of a nominal phrase, and the declension is a morpho-
logical realization of M-Case.
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with the D-Case
16
assigner. The D-Case assigner is the head of “predi-
cate” such as
17
verbs. What I call Merge here is equivalent to External
Merge in Chomsky’s (2001)
18
sense. The range of D-Case is the thematic
interpretation which α bears in the sentence. “Predicate” in the repre-
sentation expresses the thematic interpretation assigner. If the D-Case
of α defines the value as a result of having the eligible syntactic posi-
tion in the domain as its argument, the C-I system can recognize that α
bears the necessary thematic interpretation in the sentence.
Now let us turn to the condition on Case. Our new Case theory en-
ables us to subsume the previous condition on Case to more general con-
dition on the interface. In the human language, there should be a gen-
eral condition on the interfaces by virtue of their nature. The condition
is what Chomsky (1995) calls “the principle of Full Interpretation” or
“interface condition”. There being so many ways to state the condition, I
will state the condition as follows.
(12) The derivation converges only if both representations for PF and
LF are legitimate.
As shown in (12), derivations need to produce a legitimate representa-
tion for PF and LF. The condition shown in (12), which is called Full In-
terpretation, is a principle which requires all the features to be legible
at the interfaces. The ungrammaticality will be caused when the condi-
tion is not fulfilled.
────────────
16 Since the D-Case is a function, there is no D-Case “assignment”. What I
call D-Case assignment is equivalent for D-Case to have eligible argument which
enables the D-Case to define its value. I use the term “assign” for the under-
standability.
17 There may be some other D-Case assigner in the human language. The
word which is said to assign theta-role can be a D-Case assigner, so what is
called “predicate” can be a D-Case assigner. I will leave this point for the future
research.
18 There is a possibility that the operation Move works as an eligible do-
main of D-Case. I will not inquire into this possibility here.
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According to Chomsky (1991), the notion of “Full Interpretation” re-
quires that representations to be minimal in a certain sense, in the
same way with the Last Resort condition on movement. Chomsky (1991)
argues that general principles as guidelines have a kind of “least effort”
flavor, and the guidelines legislate against “superfluous elements” in
representations and derivations. A syntactic operation is allowed only if
the operation is necessary for the sentence to have a legitimate repre-
sentation.
In order to produce the legitimate representation, Case, the functor
from the structural information to the Interfaces, should have a value
which is necessary in the representation. Therefore the condition stated
in (12) affects Case. If we succeed to deduce Case Filter to the condition
in (12), there is no need to have a special condition on Case.
In what follows, I will define what decides the legitimacy, and ar-
gue that Case Filter can be deduced to the condition shown in (12). For
a PF-representation to be legitimate, I demand that it needs to fulfill
the following conditions.
(13) A PF-representation is legitimate iff
i) it includes all the necessary morpho-phonological interpreta-
tion, and
ii) it has no superfluous
19
interpretation.
According to (13), a PF-representation needs to include all and only the
necessary morpho-phonological interpretation required. Since we pre-
sume that the morpho-phonological interpretation of the nominal phrase
will be defined if an M-Case of the nominal phrase is applied to an ar-
gument, the nominal phrase needs to undergo the operation which is
eligible as the domain of M-Case in order to define the morpho-
────────────
19 To define the necessary morpho-phonological interpretation of the sen-
tence, we need to clarify what the morpho-phonological interpretation is.
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phonological interpretation.
Recall that the domain of M-Case is a syntactic position of the
nominal phrase, which is denoted by referring to the syntactic operation
which the nominal phrase has undergone. Therefore, in order to fulfill
the condition shown in (13 i), the nominal phrase with M-Case needs to
undergo the eligible syntactic operation which can be an argument, and
as a result of the application of the M-Case of the nominal phrase, the
PF-representation may have a necessary morpho-phonological interpre-
tation. This condition will supplant the previous Case Filter.
Now, let us turn to (13 ii). In order to fulfil the condition in (13 ii),
we need to define the necessary morpho-phonological interpretation in
the derivation. In this paper, I assume that the nominal phrase which
can induce the agreement on verbs should have a morpho-phonological
interpretation in
20
English. If there is a nominal phrase which does not
need to have a morpho-phonological interpretation, the nominal phrase
cannot undergo a movement which can be an argument of M-Case in or-
der to fulfil the condition in (
21
13 ii).
Note that M-Case which gives the necessary value requires an overt
movement in order to meet the condition in (13). This can be derived
from the assumption that Spell-out transmits the information in the
derivation to the A-P system. Since the range of M-Case is required by
the A-P system, M-Case needs to have an argument before Spell-out
which is eligible for M-Case and gives us back a value. This is why the
Case is said to be a driving force of movement.
────────────
20 This assumption may change if a role of the morpho-phonological inter-
pretation changes. Furthermore, it may differ between languages which nominal
phrase need to have a morpho-phonological interpretation. Since I adopt that the
morpho-phonological interpretation is concerned with the agreement for the pre-
sent, in other languages which has richer agreement system than English, the
necessity may differ. Since it is too broad for this paper to analyze the difference,
I will leave it to the future research.
21 If there is some other requirement such as EPP for the nominal phrase
to undergo such movement, it is not the case ; the nominal phrase can undergo
the movement.
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Now, let us consider on the legitimacy of LF-representations. For an
LF-representation to be legitimate, it needs to fulfill the following condi-
tions.
(14) An LF-representation is legitimate iff
i) it includes all the necessary thematic interpretation, and
ii) it has no superfluous interpretation.
As shown in (14 i), an LF-representation needs to include all and only
the necessary thematic interpretation required. If the whole LF-
representation fails to fulfil the requirement, the derivation does not
converge. The necessary thematic interpretation is determined by the
predicate of the sentence. When a D-Case of a nominal phrase has the
eligible syntactic position as its argument, the D-Case gives us back the
thematic interpretation of the nominal phrase as its value. In order for
a derivation to fulfil the condition in (14 i), the necessary thematic in-
terpretation should be included in the LF-representation.
The condition shown in (14 ii) is violated if there are more than one
D-Case which have the same syntactic position in a single derivation :
the D-Cases will have the same semantic interpretation as its value.
The condition in (14) will take place of the previous θ -Criterion. (14
i) is equivalent to “each θ -role is assigned to one argument”, and (14 ii)
is equivalent to “each θ -role is assigned to only one argument”.
Note that I will in this paper define an argument as a syntactic ob-
ject which has a value of its D-Case : if a syntactic object which has a D
-Case undergoes a syntactic operation which is eligible for D-Case, then
the syntactic object becomes an argument. If so, one argument cannot
be assigned more than one thematic interpretation in the derivation
since one syntactic object cannot be externally merged for multiple
times in the derivation. In our system, we do not need to think about
the part of the previous θ -Criterion “each argument bears one and only
one θ -role”.
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3.3 Representation of Syntactic Position
Since the syntactic position is a result of the syntactic operation,
the position will be identified by referring to the syntactic operation as
follows in this paper.
(15) a. Merge hit2
b. Move to [Spec, hit1]
c. Merge hit1
(16) [TP Johni T [vP Maryj ti hit1 [VP hit2 tj]]]
The position of the trace of Mary in (16) will be referred to as (15 a).
The position of the Mary will be referred to as (15 b). The position of the
trace of John will be referred to as (15 c). I will call the position which
is occupied by the moved syntactic object “Specifier”. The syntactic ob-
ject will make some kind of relation with the target of the movement. In
order to make it clear which syntactic object is a target of the operation,
I will refer to the name of a head, not the name of a
22
phrase.
Furthermore, I will distinguish the syntactic position by the opera-
tion. To be more precise, the nominal phrase Mary and the trace of
John in (16) both seem to be in the Spec of hit1. However, these two are
in the position in a different way. The nominal phrase Mary is in the
position by Move, and the trace of John is in the position by Merge.
Since the difference will be crucial for our Case system, I will use such
representation.
3.4 Summary
This section showed the main proposal of this paper. I proposed
that there are two types of Case in the human language : M-Case and
D-Case. M-Case is a function from a syntactic position to the morpho-
────────────
22 If a syntactic operation targets a phrase rather than head, I will refer to
the name of a phrase. The complex predicate will be an example of such case.
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phonological interpretation of a given nominal phrase. D-Case is a func-
tion from a syntactic position to the thematic interpretation of a given
nominal phrase. In order for the derivation of a sentence to converge, its
LF/PF representation needs to include the necessary thematic/morpho-
phonological interpretation. By adopting our new Case theory, Case Fil-
ter and θ -Criterion are both reduced to the more general condition
shown in (12).
4. Application of the Theory to Transitive Verbs
This section will show how our new theory works in English. Let us
consider transitive verbs, taking the following sentence as an example.
(17) John hit Mary.
The sentence (17) is a grammatical sentence. The structure of the sen-
tence and Cases of the nominal phrases will be as follows.
(18) Structure of (17)
[TP Johni T [vP Maryj ti hit1 [VP hit2 tj]]]
(19) Cases of
23
John in (18)
a. ⨍D : Merge hit1 → hit, external argument
b. ⨍M : Move to [Spec, T ] → morphological relation with
24
T
────────────
23 It should be noted that Case is not an entity, the nominal phrase can-
not “ have” Case. The notion here means that Cases which maps the syntactic
position of the nominal phrase to the interpretation. To make it easier, I use the
same notion hereafter. All notions intends the same meaning.
24 I will use the term “morphological relation with X” as a range of M-
Case. This is because the range of M-Case will be the morpho-phonological inter-
pretation of the nominal phrase, and the interpretation is regarded to be defined
by the relation which the nominal phrase gains in the derivation. The relation
itself is not a range of M-Case.
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(20) Cases of Mary in (18)
a. ⨍D : Merge hit2 → hit, internal argument
b. ⨍M : Move to [Spec, hit1] → morphological relation with hit1
(18) illustrates the structure that I assume in this paper. Hit1 and hit2
indicates the internal structure of the verb hit. Hit1 is what is equiva-
lent to v, and hit2 is equivalent to V. In order to identify the verb in the
structure, I will use the above-mentioned notation.
As shown in (19), D-Case of John takes [Merge with hit1] as an ar-
gument and gives us back an information that John is an external ar
25
gument of the verb hit as a value. As shown in (19 b), the M-Case of
John takes [Move to [Spec, T ]] as an argument, and gives us back an
information that John has a morphological relation with T as a value.
The D/M-Case of John enables the C-I/A-P system to recognize that
John saturates the requirement. As shown in (20), two Cases of Mary
works in the same way with John’ s.
The whole derivation converges since the all necessary interpreta-
tion is included in both LF and PF
26
representation. Namely, the LF-
representation includes the thematic interpretation [hit, internal argu-
ment] and [hit, external argument]. The predicate hit in the syntactic
structure requires two arguments, and the two required thematic inter-
pretation is included in the LF-representation of the derivation since
────────────
25 The expression of the range does not necessarily have to be “external
argument”. It can be agent, or the first argument, etc. I will leave this point un-
determined.
26 I will assume that the necessary thematic interpretation, which will de-
fine the legitimacy of the LF-representation, is determined by the predicate. This
is what the previous studies call argument structure of the predicate. The re-
quired semantic interpretation depends on the predicate which is used in the
sentence. Therefore, the condition in (16) will be applied representationally
rather than derivationally. On the other hand, the necessary morpho-
phonological interpretation will be determined by the nominal phrase which is in
the derivation. It is decided as a lexical property of the nominal phrase if the
morpho-phonological interpretation is necessary or not.
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the D-Case of Mary and John has the necessary argument for them to
give us back a value. Therefore, the LF-representation meets the condi-
tion in (14). Since the M-Case of the nominal phrases which need a
morpho-phonological interpretation has an argument, the PF-
representation of the sentence meets the condition in (13). The nominal
phrases John and Mary, which require a morpho-phonological interpre-
tation, have the morpho-phonological interpretation by having an argu-
ment. Meeting the conditions in (13) and (14), the derivation converges.
Now, let us turn to the following example, which is ungrammatical.
(21)* John hit Mary Bill.
Our new Case theory enables us to capture the ungrammaticality of
(21), referring to the condition shown in (12). The possible
27
structure and
the Cases are as follows.
(22) Structure of (21)
[TP Johnj T [vP Maryi tj hit1 [VP ti [hit2 Bill]]]]
(23) Cases of John in (22)
a. ⨍D : Merge hit1 → hit, external argument
b. ⨍M : Move to [Spec, T ] → morphological relation with T
(24) Cases of Mary in (22)
a. ⨍D : Merge hit2 → hit, internal argument
b. ⨍M : Move to [Spec, hit1] → morphological relation with hit
(25) Cases of Bill in (22)
────────────
27 It is possible for us to suppose some other structure. However, such
structures may include some more superfluous interpretations in the representa-
tion. Therefore, I consider the structure shown in (26), which has the least su-
perfluous interpretations in the representation.
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a. ⨍D : Merge hit2 → hit, internal
28
argument
b. ⨍M : no eligible argument →
29
undefined
According to the structure shown in (22), there are two reasons of the
ungrammaticality in the sentence in (21). One reason is the D-Case of
Mary and the D-Case of Bill. Since two Cases have the same argument
[Merge hit2], the two Cases gives us back the same value [hit, internal
argument]. Therefore, the LF-representation of the sentence has two
same thematic interpretations. Since the thematic interpretations are
superfluous, the condition in (14) is not satisfied : the LF-
representation includes a superfluous interpretation. The overage of the
thematic interpretation in the derivation causes the ungrammaticality.
Adopting that the predicate hit has only one internal argument, it is
possible to say that the interpretation is superfluous. Since our Case
theory enables us to explain the ungrammaticality, the empirical conse-
quences of θ -Criterion can be subsumed into our new Case theory. The
requirement of one-to-one relation of the thematic role can be recap-
tured by the condition shown in (14) : according to the condition in (14),
the shortage/overage of the thematic interpretation in the LF-
representation, which θ -Criterion has tried to capture.
────────────
28 There is another way of analyzing the sentence in (23 b). Suppose that
the operation Merge is allowed only if the operation is necessary for the deriva-
tion to have a legitimate representation. That leads us to the conclusion that
Bill cannot Merge hit2 because the derivation can have a legitimate representa-
tion without that operation. Following Chomsky, this paper suppose that Merge
is costless, and therefore the Merge of Bill and Mary is both allowed in (23 b).
29 It should be noted that there is a possibility that the M-Case of Bill has
an argument by moving to [Spec, hit1], and that the ungrammaticality occurs be-
cause of the superfluous relation which exists in the derivation. If Move is a
kind of Merge and it is a costless operation, we need to take this choice. If Move
is not a costless operation, it is impossible for Bill to move to [Spec, hit1] because
the relation is superfluous and it cannot motivate an operation. Since we adopt
that in the same derivation the same movement cannot be taken as an argu-
ment of more than two M-Cases in English, Bill cannot have [Spec, hit1] as an
argument of M-Case. Though we need more precise argumentation, I will leave
this point here.
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The other reason is that the M-Case of Bill does not have a value.
Since Bill does not undergo any movement which is eligible as a do-
main of M-Case, the M-Case of Bill fails to have an argument. There-
fore, the M-Case of Bill fails to have its value. Since I adopt the restric-
tion that the single derivation cannot have the same morpho-
phonological interpretation multiply, the nominal phrase Bill cannot
move to the Specifier of hit1 in order to have the value [morphological
relation with hit1]. Since Bill is a nominal phrase which requires the
morpho-phonological interpretation, the failure of the M-Case of Bill to
have an argument, the derivation will fail to meet the condition shown
in (13) : the necessary morpho-phonological interpretation is not in-
cluded in the PF-representation. The ungrammaticality which was ex-
plained by the previous Case Filter can be explained by our new theory.
5. Conclusion
In this paper, I set out to develop a new Case theory which enables
us to capture the function of Case in the human language. More specifi-
cally, I proposed that Case is a realizer of the thematic/morpho-
phonological interpretation of the nominal phrase. The proposal enables
us to deduce Case Filter and θ -Criterion into the general condition on
the representation. Since the morpho-phonological interpretation of a
nominal phrase is a value of M-Case of the nominal phrase in the deri-
vation, the Case Filter will be subsumed into the condition on the PF-
representation of a sentence. Similarly, since the thematic interpreta-
tion of a nominal phrase is a value of D-Case of the nominal phrase in
the derivation, the θ -Criterion can be subsumed into the condition on
the LF-representation of a sentence. For the convergence of the deriva-
tion, the representations of the derivation need to include all and the
only necessary interpretations. In order to meet the requirement, the
operation takes place. Adopting this theory enables us to capture (al-
most) the same phenomena as the previous theories without adding con-
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ceptually superfluous assumptions.
The application of the theory to the basic data is shown in Section
4. This paper focuses on transitive verbs in English. The possible expan-
sion of this theory shown in this paper will be left for the future re-
search.
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